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ABSTRACT 

This paper presents a model for learning a second 
language developed on the basis of existing models for taxonomies of 
learning objectives. Three interrelated domains of language learning 
are examined; (1) the affective domain (willing), (2) the cognitive 
domain (thinking) , and (3) the psychomotor domain (doing) . An attempt 
is made to develop a basis for a new, unified theory of second 
language acquisition. (RL) 
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Good testing should be based on effective and well motivated learning. 

It should be desired by the student rather than hated and thus be reco^lsed 
by him as an Important leaimlng experience as a means to assess his achievement and 
progress within the learning system. Tests given at frequent Intervals not only 
measure student progress, but also Improve the degree of learning motivation 
and they can be used for analysis and Improvement of the teaching program. 

"Teaching tests" fulfill a function also as "learning tests". In our English 
Language Programs at Monash University we use diagnostic tests achievement tests 
and a great number of weekly "progress tests". The areas tested usually are 
listening comprehension, speaking, reading and writing. Special tests are designed 
for structure recognition and production, vocabulary recognition and production, 
sound-symbol correlation, intonation, stress and juncture. In speaking tests, 
sound production, speed, intonation and word and sentence stress are evaluated in 
addition to structure and vocabulary. 

Foreign Language Learning is something special. As Carroll has pointed out 
(1962) it is not necessarily dependent on intelligence. It is a complex behavior 
which is highly successful in individuals who can combine their considerable 
potential in sensory imagery with abilities In associate recall, in "phonetic 
memory", and In "grammatical sensitivity". Success also depends on high 
motivation to accept, study and acquire "fo-tlgh" or different social codes. 
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Foreign language learning most certainly Includes Inductive as well as 
deductive processes as cognition and production In the communlcntlon act 
necessitates them and as reflective and associative thought Involves them. These 
processes stretch across the areas of all language skills. They are not limited 
to the one or the other "skill" because language Is an Integrative behavior. 

Ideally speaking, our ultimate goal Is the "total language experience". This 
does not preclude that preference Is given to a specific skill In teaching a 
specific target group. 

What I would like to do In this paper Is not so much to discuss types of 
tests and the mechanics of testing but to stimulate your thought about 
language learning with a view on new approaches to testing within a learning system. 

For this purpose I propose to present a model for learning a second language 
which I have recently developed on the basis of existing models for 
taxonomies of learning objectives. 

It may be useful to look at language learning as a process which occurs 
simultaneously on three planes or In three domains: that of "willing" (the Affective 
Domain) j that of "thinking" (the Cognitive Domain) and that of "doing" (the Psycho- 
motor Domain) . The first and, most Important one - deals with attitude, 
motivation and Interest. The second Is concerned with all processes of the 
human mind such as cognition, coding, the formation of Gestalten, associations and 
so forth. The third domain encompasses all psycho-motor activities In language 
expression - whether with the vocal organs, with the fist or through body movements, 
facial expressions and gestures. 

This "tripartite" division Is adopted for reasons of convenience In 
systematization and organlzu'-lon, - It never exists In reality In clear-cut 
divisions rather the human computer creates a complex web of Interconnections and 
correlations In the mysterious "language acquisition device". 



The organization of learning objectives In the cognitive and affective 
domains was developed by Bloom (1956) Krathwohl et al. (1964) for learning objectives 
In all educational subjects. This taxonomic model Is graded from simple to complex 
behaviors In the cognitive domain, and from negative or neutral attitude towards 
awareness, response and value formation In the affective domain. A taxonomic 
model for the psychomotor domain, so Important In language learning, was not 
developed but only postulated by these authors. 

Since foreign language learning Is believed to be quite different from other 
types of learning, one might object to an application of such a taxonomy to our 
field. However It may be Interesting to first examine this proposition. 

Such an examination should be undertaken with two Important provisos: first, 
our model is not meant to be prescriptive but only a framework of a descriptive 
nature as far as It can lend Itself to an adequate, comprehensive and 
economical analysis. Second, the taxonomy Is not prescriptive In the distribution 
of emphases In a specific domain or at a level of such. 

Adaptations can be made for Individual types of learners (and groups of learners) 
and emphases can be ordered according to specific needs. 

The model which I am presenting to you was developed for adolescent 
learners and adults although I think it can be adjusted to all age levels. 

The following graph presents one way to Illustrate the Inter-relation 
of the three domains, - cognitive abilities, psychomotor skills and affective 
behaviors. These domains, within the learner have to be ordered and set In 
relation to the different layers of language: 

(1) the types cf perceptual and motor skill learning on the linguistic 
surface level, and (2) the types of cognitive abilities and (3) affective 
behaviors on the referential, imagic, and cultural levels. 
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with such a scheme It Is possible to visualize the various abilities 
and skills needed for effective lan^ua^e learnlnR which can be Identified In 
terminal criterion behaviors. From these objectives can be derived and an 
Inventory of testable learning tasks can be established. 

In development the above model^ I attempted to arrive at a basis for a new 
unified conception of language learning. Upon which a more meaningful and more 
comprehensive hierarchy of objectives can be built , and which may also contribute 
to greater ease and economy In organizing the learning process. As Bloom (1965, 
p.21) says: ’'Properly used, a taxonomy should provide a very suggestive source of 
Ideas and materials for each worker and should result In many economies In effort.” 
Thus, the taxonomv developed In my study alms at a better understanding of the 
learning process through Improved means of analysis. 

The gradation of abilities and skills in foreign language learning Is of 
great Importance for teaching and testing. 

Each of the major categories of objectives was divided Into sub groups of 
possible, not mandatory goals which, from a practical point of view may occur 
In the learning continuum. Although the main groups of objectives are supposed 
to build on each other in sequence, sub goals may co-occur or be Integrated In 
other goals. In this way, language behaviour can be Interpreted as a three-level 
process composed of continue In all three domains of learning which In fact 
largely co-occur, Interact, and complement each other. For convenience of 
analysis terminal behaviors specified in the objectives of each domain are listed 
in each domain separately. Feference to sequence and Interaction with objectives 
In the other domains can he made In specific Instances. 

When we prepared the taxonomy. Bloom's and Krathwohl’s categories appeared 
to find justification In a hierarchical system of objectives for language 
learning. 

Krathwohl's taxonomy of educational objectives in the affective domain 
comprlscB five major categories: receiving, responding, valuing, organization. 
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and characterisation bv n value or value complex. The cognitive domain 
according to Bloom comprises six categories: knowledge, comprehension , 
application* analvsis, synthesis, and evaluation. F,ach of these cntororles 
i>ras carefullv analyzed In its application to second lanzuaee learning. 

This resulted In substitutions, extensions, and modifications of categories 
before specifications could he made for Individual obiecMves in each of these 
categories . 

It was necessary to proceed in two steps: (1) to discuss the 
oblectlves in foreign laneua<>e learning, and (2) to verbalize the oblcctives 
evolving from the discussion-anal vsls in the form of behavior definitions as 
suggested by Mager (1962), Tvler (1964), and others. 

The categories had to be re-interpreted and re-appraised in the light 
of the source science, l,e«, in consideration of pertinent stu'^ies in 
research and theory of psycho-linguistics, of soclo-llneulstlc analysis, and 
of research data in language acquisition. In a unified approach one could 
define cognitive; levels as dealing with ma1or components of competence in 
language as opposed to production. Both of these, however, should be 
integrated into specific learning goals which build on each other. Only through 
constant observance of the inter-dependence within and among domains can 
taxonomies of objectives and of testable learning tasks become useful 
and appropriate tools for the analysis of the complex behavior of language 
learning. 

The interrelation and co-occurrence of cognitive, affective and psycho- 
motor behaviors can be regarded a continuing feature of the learning process. 

The foreign language student obviously often uses motor responses to manifest 
affective behavior, cognitive awareness, understanding and application. 

From overt responses o.ie Infers that the student has applied his cognitive 
abilities in comprehension and application or that he has reached a certain 
level in the affective domain. We are limited to this assumption because 



no entirely oblectlvc and conprclienslvc test monsurea have been develonod 
for all three domains. So-called oh.lGCtlve teats Irovltnhly Include some 
decree of the test developer^s subjective judgment. 

An example in cognitive and Psycho-motor behavior may Illustrate this 
Inter-relation. A motor performance such as uslnc the mother toneue or the 
foreis^n lanctia^e for a response In wrltlne and spenklnf? or for klnesic 
behavior should not be ref^arded as part of a criterion behavior of cognitive 
ability. Overt responses to Itstenlne comprehension, "discrimination'* 
or "interpretation" mav be manifested by checking multiple choice items or 
answering yes-or-no Questions, underlining, etc. However, in either case 
the psycho-motor response act onlv partially manifests^ a coCTltlvc ability, 
or - if we prefer Bruner’s term - a cognitive "skill** which is not a Psycho- 
motor skill but a "skill In the use of the mind" (Henla, 1966, p.53). Some 
psycho-motor skill responses and multiple discrimination tests, then, mav 
only be vehicles for teaching, and measurine coCTltlve abilities. They may be 
affectively rewarded through free access and with unrestricted facilities 
for repetition until mastered. 

In forelj^n lan^ua^e learning no domain can be assessed while excluding 
components of the other domains in the medium of lanRuace, and the question 
is whether it should be. In lan?nia^e learning, combination behaviors represent 
the ultimate ^oalr which lead the learner to creative expression. Therefore, 
in the cate^orizatiou and definition of some objectives, such combination 
behaviors should also be considered in test construction. Precise analyses 
of the constituents of comnoslte behaviors in verbal learning are still missing 
since quantitative values or weights have to be assigned each constituent 
process and combination rules have to be worked out in order to arrive at 
a synthesis of composite behaviors (Ihnder^^ood , 1966, p,498). 

Pending the development of such quantitative assignments, we can 
accept a strategy in deriving objectives in the three domains of language 



lenrnlnp. Thus we mav be able to correct common mlsconcentions about 
tenchlntr foreign Innpunae ^’skills** bv means of a mechanistic skill approach 
which lenorcs or neclects the cognitive and affective components. Skills 
In foreign language learning really represent basic tvpes of proflcioncv In 
the mechanics of lang,uag,e and speech which the sender and the receiver 
manipulate on the linguistic surface level (see graph below). The term skill 
henceforth could be reserved for the psvcho-motor domain onlv. Cognitive 
abilities in foreign language learning are concerned with understanding. 
Interpreting, extrapolating, analvzlng, and synthesizing on the referential, 
Imaglc, and cultural envelope level . These levels, seem useful for the 
classification of learning objectives In order to differentiate language 
skills from abilities since language competency Is a complex behavior an 
immediate problem arises with the question for the role of specificity of simple 
behaviors which lead to complex or more Internalized behaviors. The 
strategy employed In mv study basically followed the one suggested by 
Bloom and his co-workers. It was also described by Banathy In his 
^Theory of Selection and Organization Content" (1956) . 

We made every effort to keep the taxonomy neutral with recard to 
psycholingulstlc theories and as much as possible, objectives from 
different schools of thought were Included In the contlnum. The process 
of selection and classification was that of analysis-synthesis -reduction to 
practice. In this way we proceeded from a definition of need and purpose as 
established by the society, the educational system and the learner, to overall 
educational objectives. Then we proceeded to an interpretation of speclflc-to- 
language objectives for the adolescent and young adult learner of a foreign 
language. 
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This new clflssflcation of obiccti vefi is present Iv belne tested at Honnsh, 

We hope It will provide the materlflls developer, and the cnrriculum-maker 
with samples for course and test construction. As stated above, the 
obiectives derived from the model are adiustable to student variables 
and variables of nroeram-concenlration , They will yield inventories 
of testable leamlne tasks. Specific decisions must be made by the materials 
developer in selecting obiectives for special projcrams according to 
special needs and possibilities of the student, Tn this respect , for 
example, not all obiectives mav be desirable for all learners in all 
foreign lan^nja^e programs. In the eraph below vou will see an example 
of variables of program concentration as it was worked out for a specific 
elementary program in foreign laneuaee. 

The praph shews the Interrelation of the developmental areas alone 
continum curves in the three domains of Icamlne. Their comparative 
magnitude Indicates the emphasis assipned to progressive levels in each 
domain as lanpuape skills and abilities are developed. Each of the 
five stapes of the developmental process of psycho-motor skills represents 
a catepory for the classification and specification of obiectives. 

The model is subject to chanpe and validation. Its purpose is not 
fo present one best solution. It is based on the hypothesis that at arery 
stape of the development of the three components of leamin<? there 
is possibility for prowth and a need for correlation and coordination although 
emphases may chanpe on various flexible Individual scales. 

Most recently the question has been raised whether hablt-leaminp 
is the basis of second lanPuape leamlnp, or whether it should be relected. 
While the pro pram-developers in the above example could not plve a conclusive 
answer they decided that a one-sided interpretation of skill leamlnp should 
also be avoided. The question is not whether leamlnp a second lanpuape 
Is based on habit-formation or not. It should rather bet when does It 



tnkf! plnre, for wliat purpose and to what extent. The Imnortant factor 
It was pointed out, Is the amount of Interaction between the psvcho -motor and 
the cojmltlve and affective behaviors. "Parrot-llke" laneuaee behavior so 
often criticized In early audlo-llaeual nroerams resulted from an over- 
emphasis asslened to mechanistic motor-actl vltlea located at the lower end of 
the continuum at the expense of coenltlve and affective processes, and hlpher 
level psvehonotor skills. 

Tt was assumed that the "communication level" could be reached bv 
developing the psycho-motor domain alone through practice In hablt-formatlon 
and conditioning of S-R processes. This malor handicap reallv was the 
lack of balance among the different domains of learning. Tt Is not Impossible 
In a formal school situation to reach the communication level within certain 
limits, but It Is Impossible to assume that It can be reached through the 
development of the psycho-motor domain alone at the expense of cognitive and 
affective behaviors. From this we may hypothesize that the learner Is unable 
to develop his psveho-motor skills In communication beyond sln'»le-ltem 
manipulation unless the cognitive and affective levels are developed to 
an appropriate degree. The degree of attainment In the psycho-motor 
domain may Increase only after a latency period with Inltlallv higher attain- 
ment levels In the other two domains. 

Since language learning alms at lo ng-range re tention, we should be 
seriously concerned with recall and retention of cognltlve-osycho-motor 
behavior. In each of the four skills a solid foundation for recall and retention 
can be laid In the comprehension - Interpretation phase of the learning 
process during which die formation, organization and some manipulation of 
language patterns takes place. Tdeallv, In this phase, the learner also 
develops an active Interest and a warm, positive attitude towards the subject, 
the culture, and the learning system. He concentrates his efforts on firm 
formation of learning sets In all three domains and makes frequent attempts 



to interpret new material, while at the same time beine open to refine or 
change his "ruesses" or approximations which may prove to be inaccurate. 

The learner's open attitude and wlllin^eas to respond and to trv mav 
well be decisive for Inteeration, patterning!, and retention of motor behaviors 
and concepts. Once efforts at Interpretation have becjun , the leeiner can be 
rein£)rced and rewarded when he encounters the material aj!!ain in context and 
when his interpretation is confirmed as beinp correct (for example through 
"guided learning experiences” In self -instructional programs). This material, 
then, becomes more readily available not only for listening and reading, but 
also for speaking and writing, since it has been derived in a conscious 
though process associated with psycho-motor clues within appropriate context. 
Neither the number of occurrences nor the amount of practice Is decisive. 
Rather, it is the strength of Impression and the contiguity as the learner 
perceives it, the development of his "feel” through a willing mind that Is 
essential. 

Finally, we may want to mention various performance criteria as 
observable and measurable for individual goals in each of the categories in 
the pf.'»cho-motor domain: 

1) reaction time, for making a response. 

2) speed of delivery of a response. 
accuracy of a response. 

4. meaningfulness of a response or clarity of intent. 

5) sele^ - tion of the appr opriate cue for the orientation of a 
response In complex tasks. 

6. s teadiness of one or several of the above factors. 

7. meaningful coordination of a series of responses. 
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It may be noted that 1) to 3) above constitute the "automatic ity" of a 
response; 1), 3) 4) and 5) are related to the comprehension of the task and 
the material, and 5) to 7) indicated integration of a more complex psycho- 
motor task. If all criteria are combined and developed to a maKimum, optimum 
integration has been reached in performance. 

Especially factor 5), selection of the appropriate cue , has been too narrowly 
conceived in our teaching and testing procedures. Cue selection for orientation 
of a response, which the learner makes through sensory perception and/or cognition, 
can be regarded as an objective and criterion in itself and need not be contami- 
nated through the additional difficulty of a motor response goal. For instance, 
in audio-comprehension tasks, the learner should get recognition for appropriate 
responses in his native tongue. He should also be given credit for partial 
fulfillment of a communication task if he is able to recognize signals of various 
audio-visual "learning modes" and if he can prove that he could react appropriately 
in his native language, (viz: Testing devices as provided in the developmental 

stages of the Carroll-Sapon MLAT) 

In my research I have experienced the value of recognizing this factor in 
all three domains of learning: attitudes (student's confidence and motivation), 

cognitive understanding (the student's train of thoughtwas not interrupted), and 
psycho-motor (Although the student sometimes gave a response in English, he after- 
wards also tried to respond in the foreign language). 

It is important to note that the identification of the above factors has a 
great potential in considering individual differences by allowing various levels 
of performance in varying combinations because perception in second language 
learning relates to the student's sensitivity to different visual, auditory, or 
kinesthetic cues. The prerequisite to any verbal psycho-motor activity is the 



aspect of perceiving the task^ or the identification of sensory stimuli, e.g., 
different grammatical signals not used in the native language, phonemic and 
melodic contrasts* In the case of a stimulus composed of more than one element, 
the student has to perceive and identify the stimulus elements which are relevant 
for the task at hand. Ke also has to make the necessary ne iro-muscular or atti- 
tudinal adjustment necessary for carrying out the verbal act. 

Evidence for the functional value of these criteria in verbal learning can 
be found especially in psychological research. (Fleishman, 1966), (Underwood, 

1966)* Observations about motor skill learning and verbal learning refer to 
reaction time, perception and search processes, coordination of individually 
learned skills, stimulus selection, and continuous performance. These may also 
be of interest to second language learning and testing. 

In research on language teaching, workers such as Marty (1966) stress accuracy 
in reading aloud, spelling, written expression, oral expression, and comprehension, 
af! well as oral fluency and reaction speed as particular goals* In language testing, 
specifications can be made and levels of performance can be established especially 
speed (rate) of delivery in speaking, listening, and reading: accuracy in all 

four skills: appropriateness and meaningfulnees of a response in listening and 

reading comprehension and speaking, and meaningfulness in speaking or writing 
utterances beyond the sentence level (paragraphs). However, so far, not much 
consideration has been given to a recognition of all the above factors in all 
four language skills, and for verbal as well as non-verbal responses (action- 
responses) or (kinesthetic responses). 
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1. This paper is based on parts of a forthcoming book A TAXONOMY OF FOREIGN 
LANGUAGE LEARNING and was prepared for presentation at the SEAMEO Regional 
English Language Centfer Seminar on English Language Testing, Bangkok, May 
28, 1970. Authorized for distribution to Seminar participants and publica- 
tion in the Seminar Report; all other rights reserved. 

2. This paper was made possible thanks to travel funds granted to the author 
by Monash University. 
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